AGENDA
ZONING COMMITTEE
OF THE SAINT PAUL PLANNING COMMISSION

Tuesday, November 24, 2009 3:30 P.M.
City Council Chambers
Third Floor City Hall - Saint Paul, Minnesota

NOTE: The order in which the items appear on this agenda is not necessarily the order in which they will be heard
at the meeting. The Zoning Committee will determine the order of the agenda at the beginning of its
meeting.

APPROVAL OF NOVEMBER 5, 2009 ZONING COMMITTEE MINUTES

SITE PLAN REVIEW - List of current applications (Tom Beach, 651-266-9086)

NEW BUSINESS

1 09-302-275 Premier Investments LL.C
Re-establishment of legal nonconforming use as a duplex
400 Charles Ave, between Western and Arundel
R4
Sarah Zorn  651-266-6570

2 08-083-992 Laurel Apts Parking Lot #2
Public hearing to consider revocation or modification of parking lot site plan approved
June 11, 2008, for failure to meet conditions of approval
2057 Laurel Ave
RT1
Tom Beach 651-266-9086

ADJOURNMENT

ZONING COMMITTEE MEMBERS: Call Allan Torstenson at 266-6579 or Samantha Langer at 266-6550 if you
are unable to attend the meeting.

APPLICANT: You or your designated representative must attend this meeting to answer any questions that
the committee may have.




DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY AND INSPECTIONS
Bob Kessler, Director

CITY OF SAINT PAUL 375 Jackson Street, Suite 220 Telephone: 651-266-9090

Christopher B. Coleman, Mayor Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101 Facsimile: 651-266-9124
Web: www.sipaul. gov/dsi

SITE PLAN REVIEW COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, Nov 24, 2009

No Site Plan Review

2nd Floor Conference Room
375 Jackson Street, Suite 218

Time Project Name and Location

To Applicants:

You should plan to attend this meeting.

At this meeting you will have a chance to discuss the site plan for your project with Saint
Paul's Site Plan Review Committee. The Committee is made up of City staff from Zoning,
Traffic, Sewers, Water, Public Works, Fire, and Parks. You are encouraged to bring your
engineer, architect, or contractor with you to handie any technical questions raised by city
staff.

The purpose of this meeting is to simplify the review process by letting the applicant meet
with staff from a number of departments at one time. Staff will make comments and ask
questions based on their review of the plans. By the end of the meeting you will know if the
site plan can be approved as submitted or if revisions will be required. Staff will take minutes
at the meeting and send you a copy.

DSl is in a new location
We are in our new offices at 375 Jackson Street, Suite 220. The Site Plan meetings will be

held in the second floor conference room 218.

Parking

Parking is available at on-street meters. Some off-street parking spaces are available in our
visitor parking lot off of 6™ Street at Jackson. To see a map of additional nearby parking
ramps go to http://www.ci.stpaul.mn.us/depts/dsi/liep/info/location.htmi

If you have any questions, please call Mary Montgomery at 651-266-9088.

AA-ADA-EEO Employer
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ZONING COMMITTEE STAFF REPORT
FILE NAME: Premier Investments LLC FILE #09-302-275
APPLICANT: Premier Investments LLC HEARING DATE: November 24, 2009
TYPE OF APPLICATION: Nonconforming Use Permit-Reestablishment
LOCATION: 400 Charles Ave, between Western and Arundel

PIN & LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 362923240055; SMITHS SUBD OF BLKS 9 10 15 AND 16 LOT
56 BLK 16

PLANNING DISTRICT: 7

ZONING CODE REFERENCE: §62.109(d) PRESENT ZONING: R4
STAFF REPORT DATE: November 16, 2009 BY: Sarah Zorn
DATE RECEIVED: November 10, 2009 60-DAY DEADLINE FOR ACTION: January 9, 2010

>

PURPOSE: Re-establishment of legal nonconforming use as a duplex

PARCEL SIZE: 40 ft. (Charles) x 125 ft. = 5,000 sq. ft. Including one half the alley results in a
total lot area for density purposes of 5,260 sq. ft.

EXISTING LAND USE: R-Duplex

SURROUNDING LAND USE:

North: Single and multifamily residential (R4)

East: Single and multifamily residential (R4)

South: Single and multifamily residential (R4)

West: Single and muitifamily residential (R4)

ZONING CODE CITATION: §62.109(d) lists the conditions under which the Planning Commission
may grant a permit to re-establish a nonconforming use.

HISTORY/DISCUSSION: There is no zoning history specific to this property.

DISTRICT COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION: The District 7 Council had not commented at the
time this report was prepared.

FINDINGS:

1. On November 9, 2008, the property was placed on the vacant building list as a Category 2
building. Because the property has been listed as vacant for more than one year, the applicant
is required to re-establish the nonconforming dupiex use.

2. Section 62.109(e) states: When a nonconforming use of a structure, or structure and land in
combination, is discontinued or ceases to exist for a continuous period of three hundred sixty-
five (365) days, the planning commission may permit the reestablishment of a nonconforming
use if the commission makes the following findings:

(1) The structure, or structure and land in combination, cannot reasonably or economically be
used for a conforming purpose. This condition is met. According to the applicant the
structure is divided into two separate dwelling units. If the applicant were required to
combine the two units, significant costs would be incurred.

(2) The proposed use is equally appropriate or more appropriate to the district than the
previous nonconforming use. This condition is met. The proposed use as a duplex is
equally appropriate as the previous duplex use. City records indicate that the property was
registered as a two-unit rental property in 2004. However, Polk Directories suggest that the
property has been used as a duplex as far back as 1988. The Certificate of Occupancy for
two units was revoked in 2007 and a number of code compliance issues identified.

(3) The proposed use will not be detrimental to the existing character of development in the
immediate neighborhood or endanger the public health, safety, or general welfare. This
condition is met. The property has been used as a duplex in the past and using itas a
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duplex now will not be detrimental to the existing character of the immediate neighborhood.

(4) The proposed use is consistent with the comprehensive plan. This condition is met. The
Housing Policy Plan supports production of rental housing (Policy 5.3) and the Land Use
Plan supports a range of housing types (Objective 5.3).

(5) A notarized petition of two-thirds of the property owners within one hundred (100) feet of
the property has been submitted stating their support for the use. This condition is met.
The petition was found sufficient on November 4, 2009: 21 parcels eligible; 14 parcels
required; 14 parcels signed.

The Planning Commission has established guidelines for applications to establish legal

nonconforming use status for duplexes. While not themselves requirements, these guidelines

lay out additional more objective factors the Planning Commission wishes to consider in
determining if the required findings for granting nonconforming use permits listed in §62.109 of
the Zoning Code can be made. The Planning Commission’s Duplex Conversion Guidelines
state that for applications for nonconforming use permits for duplexes in residential districts,
staff will recommend denial unless the following guidelines are met:

A. Lot size of at least 5,000 square feet with a lot width or front footage of 40 feet. This

guideline is met. The property is 5,000 square feet with 40 feet of street frontage along

Charles.

B. Gross living area, after completion of duplex conversion, of at least 1,500 square feet.
Neither unit shall be smaller than 500 square feet. This guideline is met. According to
the applicant the structure is approximately 3,000 square feet.

C. Three off-street parking spaces (non-stacked) are preferred; two spaces are the
required minimum. This guideline is met. There is a two car garage in the rear of the
property.

D. All remodeling work for the duplex is on the inside of the structure unless the plans for

exterior changes are approved by the Board of Zoning Appeals as part of the variance.
(The Planning Commission will approve these changes for the cases they handle.)
This guideline is met. According to the applicant all remodeling will take place within the
structure.

E. For the purpose of protecting the welfare and safety of the occupants of any structure
that has been converted into a duplex without the necessary permits, a code
compliance inspection shall be conducted and the necessary permits obtained to bring
the entire structure into conformance with building and fire code standards; or the
property owner must, as a condition of the approval, make the necessary
improvements to obtain the necessary permits and bring the entire structure into
building and fire code compliance within the time specified in the resolution. This
guideline is met. The applicant has been working with the Department of Safety and
Inspections regarding code compliance issues.

The application for the permit shall include the petition, a site plan meeting the requirements of
section 61.401, floor plans, and other information as required to substantiate the permit.

|. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Based on the findings above, staff recommends approval of the
Re-establishment of legal nonconforming use as a duplex subject to the condition that the
applicant shall obtain a Certificate of Occupancy for a duplex.




NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT APPLICATION g
Depaitment of Plahning and Economlc Development " File #
Zonipng Section’ % 3
1400 City Hall Arinex
25 West Fourth Street: : ~ zAem
Saint Paul, MN 55102-1634 S Y
651) 266-6589 -
{ ) . ; ,P(// o/ 20w
i ‘ ‘ //( =iz J
~, name _fremier [nvesdments, LLE.
APPLICANT | pcress |E'991 Eucildl Pattn -
City 174 MI/M?/ﬂ/) St._. M f\/ leéz)'!’/)- Jd EM/ Daytime .Phone(g[ﬂ[ﬂ%g 13
l' Name of Owner (if. drfferent) . . »' '
| Gontact Parsan (i dif florent) - Avic BO}/Q/ L. Phonelt(2Y [L{ 93/ .3 -

Eggz'lE'l%-l;\lY Address/Location 4@0 Charles A’V/ Jt. p&lé// M /'/ 55 /03
.| Legal Description Shith J’ub of FHnsns DIV B9 1D 15 W
| Lot 5LBIKIp - - Curremzqnmg . ID‘_L_\

" (attach additional sheet if necessary) -

- TYPE OF PERMIT Appllcatlon is hereby made for a Nonconformmg Use Permit under provisions of- Chapter 62,
’ o Sectron 109 of the Zoning Code:

The permit is for:- Dz; Change ffom one nonconforming use to another (para. c)
Re-establishment of a nonconforming tse vagant for more.than one year (para. ).
I:l Establlshment of legal nonconforming use status for use in existence at least 10 years (para. a)

~L__l Enlargement ofa nonconformmg use (para. d)

SUPPORTING INFORMATION Supply the mform(tlon that is applicable to your type of permlt W

' Present/Pas.t_Use V‘a,G Amf(‘ (l, m
_.Propose_d' Use Dup/(f' X

Attach aqditional sheets if necessary
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ttach ents as required [ Site Plan L] Consent Petitf O Affidavit

"~ Applicant’s Signature 0L—' \7\ . Dateq \1' Oq CrtyAgent ﬂd'é q/ O//oq
K:cmartine/ped/forms/nonconforming use permit Revisedﬁ/ . : Pé\((/ (\ \O O?




Proposal of Property Use & Description of Proje;:t
6/26/09
400 Charles Ave St. Paul MN 55103

Premier Investments, LLC. purchased 400 Charles Ave and
planned to rehab and bring property repairs up to code. We had
permits pulled and plan to finish and rent. We bought this
property as a duplex and only bought it as a rental property with
two units. Due to the loss of funding, we had to stop work and go
through a period of time to work with the mortgage company on
getting more funding to complete all repairs required by the city of
St. Paul. In May 2009, we came to an agreement and went to pull
building permijt. We found property lacking its official use as a
duplex. With your permission, we need to obtain the certificate of
nonconforming use to use this property as a duplex. It stands as o
value to us as investors to use as a single-family home. To convert
this property back to a single family home after it has been fully
converted to a duplex, would be very costly and cut our rental
income by 50%. The de-conversion would cost around $24,000
and would include rewiring electrical panels, heating service
(removal of furnace), removal of kitchen & sinks, capping gas lines,
and removal of doorways. Financially the cost involved with de- -
converted is more than keeping it as a duplex and will be a much
longer process causing the building to be vacant even longer which
isn’t safe for any community. The rental income will not work to
cover all expenses as a single-family home and with the economy it -
is easier to rent units for a reasonable price than a huge single
family home with a costly rental payment. It is safer to have two
renters than just one incase one defaults, there will still be income
coming in. The faster we can finish this property as a duplex and
rent it out, the safer it will be for the community and City of St.
Paul. The property has everything it needs to continue to be used
as a duplex. For example, separate meters, Kitchens, bathrooms,
bedrooms, and much more. With the certificate of nonconforming
use, we are ready to make the repairs and pull all permits needed
to complete this house and make the neighborhood a better place,
We plan to work every step of the way with the city of St. Paul to
help rebuild this city and community,

€00/2000 ¥ 0LZEGDEZGE X¥a 003ZT EINI 6002/0T/11




Thank-you for your time and consideration in this matter,

Premier Investments, LLC. - Aric Berg

' ¥¥d  00iZT 20T 600Z2/01/11
£00/€000 ¢ 0LZ6GDEZEE
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My Commission Expires Jan 31, 2010




CITY OF SAINT PAUL

CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR A
NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subject property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

A copy of the application of

to establish a

Premier [nveitmendts, £EC.

(name of applicant)

Z)u/a 3%

- located at

(proposed use)

(address

Y400 Charles Ave SF. Paul MY 55703

of property)

requiring a nonconforming use permit, along with any relevant site plans, diagrams, or other

documentation.

We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the applicant or

his/her representative,

ADDRESS OR PIN

SIGNATURE

R_ECORD OWNER } DATE
A1 W, N oy [ T0dedq) T o
3 74 Clindew 6’”1@“ 3\% Eoeluw Fllger | 10-7. 07
595 CHpeces | papp Koo | fod Lay [ 10-7-0
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6 Clhevbous Uz sl 4 Het o |- ng e A -7 .
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///\m% %L (K}{Z

jo/ 207

NOTE: All information on t
signatures on this petition.

pCI‘ pOI’thIl 0

s application mdst be’ completed prior to obtaining eflglble
pp p
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL
g‘ l,/(/ m l%& |

. CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR A
q-Z3-01 NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subject property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

A copy of the application of Pre micr | h verhme nis  LLC.

(name of apphcant)

toestablisha__LLHIA e 0F noncorforming se.

(proposed use)

tocutedat___ 400 Charter fve S Pal MA 55103

(address of property)

requiring a nonconforming use permit, along with any relevant site plans, diagrams, or other
“documentation.

We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the applicant or -
hls/her representative.

ADDRESS ORPIN  RECORDOWNER  SIGNATURE
P2 (Jerles Kf/ﬁ/ix ich&/éf N el Foute.
ng{\ C/(%W/ > é;r/ e Mg | @m '«-v@?’g;/ e
<& K m/ le5 | 7o, L 27 *’?"’Z; K
?} ){sg@/)mffw S \{\ lﬁz N
X »;Q i XSina Vo '
L bl 4 MW 2 o | e J 07, /z@w i
i ey ) { \/Z/.A t J_év/
%K kl?cc/‘/@/) f’{s{// mf Qedes - /’“ éu(/yu : | 7 e
§ /7 }/l\f// ]ﬂ(’(ﬁ (elfegrE // Mw/ C«//&;"’f"/{f? 7/,541/ ﬁ’?“
417 {7/ e e Lidrpot B Q%—g// ”;;/z%d‘

:‘;
E‘"\i
Y
\w
N

(

NOTE: All information on the upper portion of this application must be completed prior to obtaining eligible
signatures on this petition.
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RECEIVED
OCT -1 2009

CITY OF SAINT PAUL

CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS F OR A
NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subject property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

Premier lvedmenis  Lic.

(name of apphcant)

A copy of the application of

to estabhsh a_ Lth ’/716 4t 17‘# ﬂﬂ)/)COi”hcﬁ)’?’M/ }’)0 HIC

(proposed use)

located at

%ﬁ

;P/()WéS

Dkl

900 Chariter fve (. Pac/ M_/\/ 55103
. (address of property)
requiring a nonconforming use permit, along with any relevant site plans, diagrams, or other
‘documentation. . .
We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the applicant or-
his/her representative.
ADDRESS OR PIN RECORD OWNER SIGNATURE ~ DATE
ol /./e»/;)Jem g C’&/On// | M é?/ “/'//DC“
217 s b [ e >@uf ’%vf%/ﬁ\j?//%//“ “q / /7, / o7 .
40/ S/o f?/‘éwﬁc WMML/@/ ' ////fm 4%/{%/%%/ %//%3) ,
A Suctrers Pondon ey [y D0y |97 )7
Py 7 200 /,/Ww Zasiis - ‘/”/ o
43U Chares: [Tacan Nauyen U\@m o allozec]q 17-99
Y (e Tttt llaA| oo V5, | G a7 a7
:U(/ﬁ (1 Wxn@f@ Q\f’r\(‘\(ff Coney OO Qmw,z;;;w ;C,%Wﬁ '/'r' o
- ABAAPIES st BQ/M/Z o 9////%
o2 Moecdes Nt =opoa Pan @ A - (- 0]

%/ 709

jgé ﬁAﬂ//”/é’g

. i?% C antla MQWW ;:”D%ﬁ) ‘,ﬁ%wﬁ}h, Featue §3, (720§
jgzg/)/laf/fﬁ “}g\\y Ty t[Y\U\MY)/ /2 " y\fj/ (/]‘ (7(<\C/‘

NOTE: All information on the upper portion of this application fnust be completed prior to obtaxm

signatures on this petition.

ng eligible
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CITY OF SAINT PAUL

CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR A
NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subject property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

A copy of the application of e ‘ E € v &
‘ (name of @p’ﬁcant)

to establish a /9 7, /e_)(

located at | 4/(90 C /1 i f“é S

(proposed use)

(address of property)

requiring a nonconforming use permit, along with any relevant site plans, diagrams, or other
documentation.

We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the applicant or
his/her representative.

ADDRESS OR PIN - RECORD OWNER | SIGNATURE DATE

1 ('/C) L/ {( é/’% 4 f’"é/ﬁf"" Jéwk*a‘aj‘*_ﬁknj? v j" e { FW /P{/f I j *{/’/é// 7 . ///}//;// //L//;?/
o/, C > DAl s ) ol P/% %Wéaf%ﬁ Vo & <7

M b Lo Cresne Yoz ol I01h-cN

NOTE: All information on the upper portion of this application must be completed prior to obtaining eliéible

signatures on this petltxon
9/08




| RECEIVED
CITY OF SAINT PAUL, - 0OCT 25 2009

CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR A
"NON CONF ORMING USE PERMIT '

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subj ect property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

| Acopyofthe application of ﬁl’eﬁ’}/t/" //7 fo'fm@/m LLC .

(name of applicant)

to establish a DM ﬁ/[— )( :
N (proposed use)
located at, 4/&0 ﬁ/’ldﬁff /41/6 Jy' /7//1/// /'//l// 55743
: (address of property)

requiting-a nonconforming use permlt along with any relevant site plans, d1agrams or other
documentation. '

We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the appllcant or

hls/her representative.
_ ADDRESS OR PIN RECORD OWNER h SIQNATURE DATE
(23 'ddéu ks Me M(Aae\\ SC\AQ dce | /%% _— | O-F-TC
0 Lhacles 71 m miocattis |Qimmiz Cdy /-21-9
. i/t(j7 [“hﬁ(\(’i‘i} Ave | /Pﬁ/ \]/(f\\ﬂ_cal . VQ&/[FM‘ J[) "a' “Cp)

0 E 4‘//'
. \ 1
4

NOTE: All information on the upper portlon of this application must be completed prior to obtammg ehglble

signatures on this petltlon
9/08




CITY OF SAINT PAUL

CONSENT OF ADJOINING PROPERTY OWNERS FOR A
- NONCONFORMING USE PERMIT

We, the undersigned, owners of the property within 100 feet of the subJect property acknowledge
that we have been presented with the following:

A copy of the application of P/’é’/’)?/f/” //7 VZJW@MfS LLC.

(name of applicant)

to establish a D(/f ﬁ/[i )(
. ! (proposed use) :
tocared 400 Lharles Ave St Paul/ M 55193
(address of property)

requiring a nonconforming use permit, along with any relevant site plans, dlagrams or other
documentation. :

We consent to the approval of this application as it was explained to us by the applicant or
his/her representative.

ADDRESS OR PIN RECORD OWNER ‘ SIGNATURE DATE
LJ\Z? Chad s Ave Maqy;\j Saldanc. ' /%SS _ Jo-7-94

NOTE: All information on the upper portion of this application must be completed prior to obtaining eligible

signatures on this petition.
9/08




CITY OF SAINT PAUL

AFFIDAVIT OF PETITIONER FOR A CONDITIONAL
' USE PERMIT OR A NONCONFORMING USE

PERMIT .
STATE OF MINNESOTA) ;
COUNTY OF RAMSEY) >
.' The petltlér;er, ” yre- Ber 9 , being first duly sworn, deposes énd states

that the consent petitioner is mformedjnd believes the parties described on the consent petition -
are owners of the parcels of real estate described immediately before each name; each of the
parties described on the consent petition is an owner of property within 100 feet of the subject
property described in the petition; the consent petition contains signatures-of owners of at least

- two-thirds (2/3) of all eligible properties within. 100 feet of the subject property described in the
- petition; and the consent petition was signed by each said owner and the signatures are the true
and correct signatures of each and all of the parties so described.

NAME
’ 80{8, ZUC- 1L "’:7 Joy\_
ADDRESS . '
Gl2-viyY-494313
TELEPHONE NUMBER -
/ o RECEIVED -
Subscribed and sworn to before me this : ' L o

Q dayof!/\ UU.Q/M/A‘P\‘ZOQJ |

* LAURA L. ECKERT » | S
Notary Public-Minnssota 9/08
My Commission Expires Jan a1, 2010 )




Xcel Energy Meter Information
400 Charles Ave St. Paul MN 55103

Utility Usage - Duplex

Electric Meters
Floor #1 Meter #97212959
Floor #2 Meter #19270258

GGas Meters
Floor #1 Meter #407705
Floor #2 Meter #514233
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Ve g sy

~ PRO FORMA INFORMATION SHEET
FOR DUPLEX AND TRIPLEX CONVERSION CASES

»

- ‘ Coentinuation of Extra Units

Required infarmation .

Units In Structura

With Continuatian of Extra

With lCnnversion of Structure

ta Legal Number of Units

Tatal monthly rent inpome for al units =700 / /'OO:
Monthly income fram structure other thap rent |, O - 0 _
| Existing vacangy (f any) - 00T, Joo 7;: 1
Effactive gmsé income (éGI)I month $ 35( Q0 -8/ / Z)O . - K
Effective Gro'ss‘ln;aomle'l-vear s Ho J HOO - -is -/ 3// 200 '
Opatating Exgense_s (Annual) ® $ 7(’700 s 2800 N -
Mainte’n'ance ' [005').-'00 MO@ :
Insurance / 9’00 19'0 o
Utiltties (only mclude ampunt pald by landlcrd) /50 / 500
Other (identify) .
Taxeé u . | L/SZDO . 17/520
Nixt Operating Income.(Annugl) ] 1% /[0/ 00 BE /300 | !
Mohthly deht/ mortasge pa‘ymjent 1000 . / 000 » :
Annual debt payment E /2 oo |8 /2, £L00 R
{Rehab gnl@uiects. . ‘ . B ' -
. Tptal"c:o'st of impr'nvemer.wts. ) /5/ LL0 /3 L0002
. - |Manthly rehab dehfp'ayﬁent ‘ _ e ‘ --é';?- ' “ ,
ggn‘.ual‘mhab debt payment_© = ds e .
Cash Elow: gmm, '(Iosis) + 5 (p[gﬁ@ e - @@00 -

NOTE: 1. Effectrve Gross: lnv:c-n‘:a & (Tntat rent Incorne) (Vacancy, if there is any)
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Rear property and two car garage
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View east of property
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ZONING COMMITTEE STAFF REPORT
FILE # 08-083992
PROPERTY OWNER: David Brooks HEARING DATE: 11/24/09

. TYPE OF APPLICATION: Site plan review (Consider revocation of a previous site plan
approval due to noncompliance with the conditions of that approval)

. LOCATION: 2057 Laurel Avenue

. PIN & LEGAL DESCRIPTION: 042823220080 and 042823220081
Merriam Park Second Addition Lots 8 and 9 Block 13

PLANNING DISTRICT: 13 PRESENT ZONING: RT1

. ZONING CODE REFERENCE: 61.108

. STAFF REPORT DATE: 11/12/09 BY: Tom Beach

. PURPOSE: Consider revocation of the site plan for a parking lot as approved by the
Planning Commission on September 4, 2009. The parking lot was not constructed as
shown on the site plan that was approved by City staff and in compliance with new
conditions added by the Planning Commission on September 4, 2009.

. PARCEL SIZE: 15,000 square feet (100’ x 150') The parking lot under consideration
covers an area of approximately 3,000 square feet.

. EXISTING LAND USE: 12-unit apartment building and restaurant

. SURROUNDING LAND USE:

North: Single family and duplex residential (RT1)
East: Single family and duplex residential (RT1)
South: Single family and duplex residential (RT1)
West: St. Thomas University (R2)

. ZONING CODE CITATIONS:

Section 61.108. Conditions violated, permit revocation.

The zoning administrator shall notify the planning commission when a development covered
by a permit or other matter is not in compliance with any of the conditions imposed upon
such use permit. The commission may, at a public hearing, following notice to the owner of
subject property and other adjacent property owners as specified in section 61.303(c), and
upon determination that the conditions imposed by such approval are not being complied
with, revoke the authorization for such approval and require that such use be discontinued.
The commission, in lieu of revoking the permission, may impose additional conditions,
modify existing conditions, or delete conditions which are deemed by the commission to be
unnecessary, unreasonable or impossible of compliance.

Section 63.313 Visual screening
For off-street parking facilities which adjoin or abut across an alley, a residential use or
zoning district, a visual screen shall be provided and maintained as required in section

63.114, Visual screens.

Section 63.316 Paving
All parking spaces, driveways and off-street parking facilities shall be paved with asphalt or




other durable, dustless surfacing or of material comparable to the adjacent street surfacing
in accordance with other specifications of the zoning administrator. The parking area shall
be paved within one (1) year of the date of the permit.

. PRIOR ZOINING HISTORY: The building on the site has 12 apartments and a restaurant.
The restaurant is a nonconforming use. In 2005 the Planning Commission approved a
Change in Nonconforming Use Permit to permit the restaurant to have beer as well as wine

on the menu.

. DISTRICT COUNCIL RECOMMENDATION: Staff had not heard from the District Council
at the time the staff report was mailed out.

. FINDINGS:

1. On May 30, 2008, David Brooks, the property owner, applied for site plan review for a
new parking lot. The parking lot is intended for use by the residents of the apartment

building on the property.

2. On June 11, 2008, DSI staff approved a site plan that shows the following:
e The parking lot would be located next to the side of the building.
The parking lot would be paved with bituminous.
Stormwater would drain to the alley.
The parking lot would have 6 parking spaces.
A 6' privacy fence would be built on the east property line and along the south edge
of the parking lot. The fence was located near the south edge of the parking lot to
minimize the impact of the parking lot on the adjacent house by screening the lot and
keeping the lawn south of the parking lot open to view.
e Alilac hedge would be planted in front of the fence running along the south edge of
the parking lot.
e The area between the parking lot and the front of the property would not be affected.

(See attached approved site plan and approval letter.)

3. On September 4, 2008 DSI staff conducted a routine inspection of the parking lot to see if
it was built in conformance with the approved site plan. Staff observed a number of areas
where the parking lot was not built as shown on the approved site plan and sent a letter
informing the property owner of the noncompliance. (See attached letter.) The areas of
concern included:

e The asphalt was paved with recycled asphalt. (Zoning requires “hot mix" asphalt for
paving parking lots.)

e The parking spaces were not striped. Spaces were identified by signs on the side of
the apartment building.

e There was no fence along the east property line and the south fence was built
approximately 35’ south of where it was shown on the site plan. (Zoning requires a
visual screen between parking lots and adjacent residential property.)

e No lilacs had been planted.

e The work was done without City permits. Permits should have been obtained for the
paving and the fence.

4. Staff talked to the property owner on September 22, 2008, April 28, 2009 and on June
11, 2009 about the fact that the lot was not built in conformance with the approved site
plan.

During this period the following changes were made to the parking lot:
¢ A wood privacy fence was installed along the east property line. However the fence




was set back approximately 1’ from the property line and an existing chain link fence
on the property line was not removed. This did not conform to what was shown on
the approved site plan and resulted in a strip of land between the fences that is
difficult to maintain. In addition, the wood privacy fence was not extended all the way
to the alley as shown on the approved site plan.

Shrubs were planted in front of the south fence. In addition, shrubs were planted
along the south edge of the parking lot in approximately the location shown on the
approved site plan.

A picnic table and benches were built in the area south of the parking lot. These
were not shown on the original site plan. However, small improvements like these
do not require a City permit and generally do not require City approval.)

5. DSl staff inspected the site in August 2009 and found that the following areas of the
parking lot were not in compliance with the approved site plan:

The parking lot was paved with recycled asphalt and not “hot mix” asphalt.

The parking spaces were not striped. Spaces are identified by signs on the side of
the apartment building.

The fence along the south edge of the parking lot was approximately 30’ south of
where it was shown on the site pian.

The fence along the east property line was set back approximately 1.5’ from the
property line and an existing chain link fence on the property line was left in place.
This resulted in a strip of land between the fences that is difficult to maintain. In
addition the fence did not extend all the way to the alley as shown on the approved
site plan.

6. DSl brought the situation to the attention of the Planning Commission under the
provisions of Section 61.108. A public hearing was held at the Zoning Committee on
8/27/09. On 9/4/09 the Planning Commission passed resolution 09-57 stating that the
property owner had not built the parking lot in compliance with the approved site plan.
However, rather than rescinding the site plan approval, the Planning Commission added
conditions necessary to bring the parking lot into compliance. These conditions required
the property owner to make the following changes to the parking lot no later than 10/2/09
with permits from the Department of Safety and Inspections.

a.

The entire parking lot shall be re-paved using bituminous material as shown on the
approved site plan. “Hot mix” bituminous shall be used, as is the material commonly
understood in the paving industry as “bituminous,” in order to provide the “durable,
dustless” paved surface required for parking lots in Sec. 63.316 of the legislative
Code.

The parking lot shall be striped to identify the six parking spaces. To prevent cars
from parking in the drive lane, the parking lot must be marked “No Parking in Drive
Lane” either by signing the pavement or by installing on the privacy fence at least 3
signs indicating the “no parking” area. The grade of the parking lot after the paving
must be such that the Iot continues to drain towards the alley and not onto adjacent
properties.

A 6’ high privacy fence must be constructed just to the south of the parking lot as
shown on the approved site plan. The privacy fence may be located up to 66’ south
of the rear property line or approximately 8' south of the parking lot to provide room
for snow storage. A row of shrubs shall be planted and maintained along the south
side of the fence as shown on the approved site plan.

The fence that was built approximately 35’ south of the parking lot may be removed
or may stay in place or may be relocated to screen mechanical equipment on the
east side of the apartment building.




d, The privacy fence that was improperly located near the east property line can remain
in is current location. However, the privacy fence must be extended north to the rear
property line as shown on the submitted and approved site plan. [n addition, the
entire existing chain link fence on the east property line, including any fence posts
and footings must be removed as shown on the submitted and approved site plan.
Following removal of the chain link fence any stumps in the area between the privacy
fence and the east property line must be removed and the area must be restored
with new ground cover of either grass sod or grass seed planting. This ground cover
shall thereafter be maintained as long as the parking lot is in existence.

7. DSl inspected the parking lot on October 13, 2009. The inspection showed that the no
changes had been made to the lot and that the property owner did not comply with the
additional conditions imposed by the Planning Commission on September 4, 2009. The
parking lot continues to be out of compliance with the original site plan approved on June
11, 2008.

I. STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Based on the findings above, staff recommends:
1. The City’s previous approval for the site plan for the parking lot at 2057 Laurel Avenue
should be revoked
2. The lot must be restored to the condition it was in before work on the parking lot began

no later than 12/31/09.

3. Vehicles must immediately cease from parking in the lot. A fence or similar barrier to
keep cars from parking in the lot must be erected along the alley and maintained until the
lot is restored to its previous condition.

ATTACHMENTS

1 Planning Commission resolution and Zoning Committee minutes.

8 As-built plan for the parking lot, approved site plan and correspondence
13 Photos and location map




city of saint paul

planning commission resolution
file number 09-57

date September 4, 2009

WHEREAS, David Brooks, File # 08 083992, submitted a site plan for review for a 6-car parking lot on
property located at 2057 Laurel Ave on May 30, 2008, under the provisions of Sec. 61.400 of the Saint
Paul Legislative Code; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Administrator approved the site plan in a letter to Mr. Brooks dated June 11,
2008. This letter lists the main improvements shown on the approved site plan; including paving the lot
with asphalt and installing a privacy fence to provide a visual screen. This letter also explains that a
permit from the Saint Paul Department of Safety and Inspections is required “to grade and pave the
parking lot and to construct the fence”; and

WHEREAS Mr. Brooks constructed the lot during the summer of 2008 but the City has no record
showing that the required permits were obtained; and

WHEREAS, City staff inspected the lot in September 2008 and determined that it was not built in
compliance with the approved site plan; and

WHEREAS, City staff contacted Mr. Brooks about this on a number of occasions: by letter to Mr.
Brooks dated September 4, 2008, at a meeting at City offices on September 22, 2008, and on-site
meetings on April 28, 2009, and June 11, 2009; and

WHEREAS, after the meeting on June 11, 2009 the parking lot was still not in compliance, City staff
decided to bring the matter to the attention of the Planning Commission as specified in Sec. 61.108 of
the Saint Paul Legislative Code which states “The zoning administrator shall notify the planning
commission when a development covered by a permit or other matter is not in compliance with any of
the conditions imposed upon such use permit, The commission may, at a public hearing, following
notice to the owner of subject property and other adjacent property owners as specified in section
61.303(c), and upon determination that the conditions imposed by such approval are not being complied
with, revoke the authorization for such approval and require that such use be discontinued. The
commission, in lieu of revoking the permission, may impose additional conditions, modify existing
conditions, or delete conditions which are deemed by the commission to be unnecessary, unreasonable
or impossible of compliance.”; and

WHEREAS, notice of a public hearing at the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission was
mailed to property owners within 350 feet of 2057 Laurel as required by Section 61.303 of the Saint

Paul Legislative Code’ and

moved by Morton
seconded by
in favor Unanimous

against




Z.F. # 08-083992
Planning Commission Resolution
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WHEREAS, the Zoning Committee of the Planning Commission, on August 27, 2009, held a public
hearing at which all persons present were given an opportunity to be heard pursuant to the requirements
of Sec. 61.303 of the Saint Paul Legislative Code; and

WHEREAS, the Saint Paul Planning Commission, based on the evidence presented to its Zoning
Committee at the public hearing as substantially reflected in the minutes, made the following findings of

fact:

1. On May 30, 2008, David Brooks, the property owner, submitted a site plan for review for a
new parking lot.

2. During the review of the site plan, Mr. Brooks told staff that the parking lot was intended for
use by the tenants of the apartment building at 2057 Laurel and not for use by staff or
customers of the restaurant at 2057 Laurel.

3. On June 11, 2008, DSI staff approved the submitted site plan that was showed the following:

The parking lot would be located next to the side of the building.

The parking lot would be paved with “Bituminous”.

Stormwater would drain to the alley.

The parking lot would be striped to provide 6 parking spaces.

A 6’ privacy fence was shown on the approved site plan on the east property line to meet
zoning requirements to provide a visual screen between the parking lot and the adjacent
residential property. This fence was to extend from the rear property line to a point
approximately 65 feet south of the rear property line. In addition a 6’ high privacy fence
was shown on the approved site plan running east to west from the south end of the privacy
fence to be built on the east property line to the apartment building. This fence and its
location was intended to minimize the visual impact and noise from the parking lot on the
adjacent house while also keeping the lawn south of the parking lot open to view.

A lilac hedge would be planted in front of the fence running along the south edge of the
parking lot.

The area between the east to west fence and the front of the property would not be affected.

4. On September 4, 2008 DSI staff conducted a routine inspection of the parking lot to see if it was
built in conformance with the approved site plan. Staff observed a number of areas where the
parking lot was not built as shown on the approved site plan and sent a letter informing the
property owner of the noncompliance. The areas of concern included:

e The parking lot was paved with recycled asphalt. Recycled asphalt is not an approved

paving material under Sec. 62.316 which requires that “All parking spaces, driveways and
off-street parking facilities shall be paved with asphalt or other durable, dustless surfacing
or of material comparable to the adjacent street surfacing in accordance with other
specifications of the zoning administrator.” Where asphalt is used to pave parking lots, the
City requires a “hot mix bituminous.” The City does not accept recycled asphalt because it
breaks up after a year or two. Therefore, it is not a durable material. Recycled asphalt is
also not consistent with the submitted site plan that specified “Bituminous.”




Z.F. #08-083992
Planning Commission Resolution

Page 3 of 4

The parking spaces were not striped as shown on the submitted and approved site plan
although the individual spaces were identified by signs that were attached to the side of the
apartment building.

The privacy fence required by the Zoning Code and shown on the east property line in the
submitted and approved site plan had not been built.

The east to west privacy fence shown on the approved site plan had actually been built
approximately 35” south of where it was shown on the approved site plan.

The lilacs shown on the approved site plan had not been planted.

The work was done without City permits. Permits were required for the paving and the
fence.

5. City staff talked to Mr. Brooks about the areas of noncompliance at a meeting at City offices on
September 22, 2008, and meetings on the site on April 28, 2009, and June 11, 2009.

During this period the following construction activity occurred at the parking lot:

A privacy fence was installed along the east property line. However, the fence was not
built on the property line as shown on the submitted and approved site plan. Instead, the
new privacy fence was constructed approximately 1.5’ back from the property line. An
existing chain link fence on the property line, which should have been removed had
construction of the privacy fence complied with the approved site plan, was not removed.
During these discussions, it was not clear who owned this chain link fence. However, at
the August 27, 2009 public hearing Mr. Brooks stated that the chain link fence was on his
property. Finally, the newly constructed privacy fence stopped approximately 25’ south of
the rear property line instead of extending all the way to the rear property line as was
shown on the submitted and approved site plan.

Shrubs were planted in front of the south fence as well along the south edge of the parking
lot.

There was also a discussion about a picnic table and bench were built in the area south of
the parking lot. These were not shown on the original site plan. However, small
improvements like this do not require a City permit and generally do not require City
approval. Therefore, the table and bench are not considered to be out of compliance with
the approved site plan.

6. The following areas of the parking lot were not in compliance with the approved site plan on
August 14, 2009 when DSI staff inspected the site and took photographs for the public hearing:

The parking lot is paved with recycled asphalt and not “hot mix”.

The parking spaces are not striped. Spaces are identified by signs on the side of the
apartment building,

The fence along the south edge of the parking lot is approximately 35° south of where it
was shown on the site plan.

The fence along the east property line is set back approximately 1.5’ from the property line
and an existing chain link fence on the property line was left in place. This resulted ina
strip of land between the fences that is difficult to maintain,

7. Cars are sometimes parked in the drive lane on east half of the lot.
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Saint Paul Planning Commission, under the authority
of Legislative Code Sec. 61.108 and based upon the evidence, testimony, records and report of staff
submitted during the public hearing, demonstrate that the parking lot constructed at 2057 Laurel Avenue
does not comply with the site plan approved in File # 08-083992 on June 11, 2008 and, that the property
owner, must therefore take the following actions to bring the said parking lot into compliance with the
approved site plan to the extent that the said site plan is hereby modified by the following conditions:

1. The entire parking lot shall be re-paved using bituminous material as shown on the approved site
plan. “Hot mix” bituminous shall be used, as is the material commonly understood in the paving
industry as “bituminous,” in order to provide the “durable, dustless” paved surface required for
parking lots in Sec. 63.316 of the Legislative Code.

2. The parking lot shall be striped to identify the required six parking spaces. To prevent cats from
parking in the drive lane, the parking lot must be marked “No Parking in Drive Lane” either by
signing the pavement or by installing on the privacy fence at least 3 signs indicating the “no
parking” area. The grade of the parking lot after the paving must be such that the lot continues to
drain towards the alley and not onto adjacent properties.

3. A 6’ high privacy fence must be constructed just to the south of the parking lot as shown on the
approved site plan, The privacy fence may be located up to 66’ south of the rear property line or
approximately 8 south of the parking lot to provide room for snow storage. A row of shrubs shall be
planted and maintained along the south side of the fence as shown on the approved site plan.

The fence that was built approximately 35” south of the parking lot may be removed or may stay in
place or may be relocated to screen mechanical equipment on the east side of the apartment building.

4, The privacy fence that was improperly located near the east property line can remain in is current
location. However, the privacy fence must be extended north to the rear property line as shown on
the submitted and approved site plan. In addition, the entire existing chain link fence on the east
property line, including any fence posts and footings must be removed as shown on the submitted
and approved site plan, Following removal of the chain link fence any stumps in the area between
the privacy fence and the east property line must be removed and the area must be restored with new
ground cover of either grass sod or grass seed planting. This ground cover shall thereafter be
maintained as long as the parking lot is in existence.

5. Permits from the Department of Safety and Inspections must be obtained for the paving and fence
work before work starts.

6. All Work on the fence, paving and restorative landscaping must be completed no later than October
2,2009.




MINUTES OF THE ZONING COMMITTEE
Thursday, August 27, 2009 - 3:30 p.m.
City Council Chambers, 3rd Floor
City Hall and Court House
15 West Kellogg Boulevard

PRESENT; Alton, Donnelly-Cohen, Faricy, Gordon, Johns‘on,'Kramer, and Morton
ABSENT: Margulies |
STAFF: Tom Beach, Samantha Langer, Patricia James and Peter Warner |

The meeting was chaired by Commissioner Morton. | |

Laurel Apts' Parking Lot #2 - 08-083-992 - Public hearing to consider revocation or
modification of parking lot site plan approved June 11, 2008, for failure to meet
conditions of approval, 2057 Laurel Ave.

Tom Beach presented the staff report with a recommendation that the property owner make the
changes necessary to bring the parking lot at 2057 Laurel Avenue into compliance with the
approved site plan. Tom Beach also stated District 13 had not responded, and there were O
letters in support, and 0 letters in opposition.

At the inquiry of the Commissioners, Mr. Beach, confirmed that staff is asking that the chain link
fence be removed, but the wood fence can remain where it is located.

At the questions of the Commissioners, Mr. Beach, stated that there were some changes done
- since the City last contacted the applicant. The changes included a fence on the east property
line that was built in the wrong place and additional Iandscaplng Mr. Beach stated that he
would like compliance by October 2, 2009.

David Brooks, the applicant, stated that the City Staff approved the fence where it was located
and the material used to pave the parking lot; stating that the material was durable and dustless
and that the area was small enough to allow this material to be used. Mr. Brooks submitted
photos of the property. He stated that he did not follow the original plan, but he believes this
plan suits the neighborhood better because it conceals building equipment. He stated that the
contractor did not take out a permit when he started the building. Mr. Brooks also stated he
believes his neighbor has animosity toward him. '

Upon questions of the Commissioners, Mr. Brooks, stated he could comply with the original site
plan, but he stated that the City Staff said the changes he made were agreed upon. He stated
that he does not have it in writing that the recycled asphalt and the act of moving the fence from
the original site plan was approved by the City Staff. Mr. Brooks also stated that he cannot
stripe the asphalt used and it is his belief that he has complied with the requirement of the
approved site plan. He also reiterated that he believed he had the approval to move the privacy
fence from the original site plan. Mr. Brooks stated he would like an exception to leave both the
wood and chain link fence in place. He also stated that the adjoining property owner had not
contacted him directly regarding his concerns with the chain link fence.

No one spoke in support.

vt




Zoning Committee Minutes
File# 08-083-992 — Laurel Apts Parking Lot
Page 2 of 3

Nick Buettner, 291 W 7" Street, Unit 1704, Saint Paul, spoke in opposition. He stated that he
has no animosity towards Mr. Brooks. He stated his concerns are that Mr. Brooks did not follow
the original site plan. Mr. Buettner explained he would like the current fence, that is parallel with
the street, moved back because the cars headlights in the parking lot shine into the windows of
his property. He also added that he believes it would help with the noise.

Peter Warner, the City Attorney, advised Mr. Buettner to show exactly which fence he was
concerned with on a map. Mr. Warner also stated that the map that was referred to was the
original site plan, stamped for approval by the City.

~ At the inquiry of the Commissioners, Mr. Buettner, reiterated that he objects with the location of

the fence due to the noise and the headlights shining into his windows. He further explained he
would like the chain link fence removed so the area between the chain link fence and wood
fence can be maintained. Mr. Buettner also stated the fence does not continue all the way to
the alley as the site plan states it should. He stated because it is not completed, as the site plan
shows, he has issues with drainage into his garage during months where sriow removal is
required. Mr. Buettner also stated he would like the parking spaces to be striped.

Tom Beach confirmed that in the original site plan the fence was supposed to go all the way
back to the alley.

Cherly Beaumier, 2052 Selby Avenue, spoke in opposition. Ms. Beaumier explained her
concerns regarding the parking lot including the noise, making sure the parking spots are
marked correctly so more than six cars are not in the lot, and car headlights shining into their
house. Ms. Beaumier also mentioned she would like to see asphalt used for the lot. She also
stated she feels this decreases their property value. She further explained that the property is
not maintained during the winter and she would like to see the fence removed and hedges
added. She submitted photographs for the record.

Steve Wolfe, 2052 Selby Avenue, spoke in opposition. Mr. Wolfe stated the parking lot does
have a huge impact on their property. He reiterated that more that six cars have been i in the lot
at one time and that the property was not maintained in the winter.

At the inquiry of the Commissioners, Tom Beach stated that to his knowlédge no one from the
restaurant parks in this lot. He also stated that there are signs posted limiting who can use the
_ parking spaces.

Tom Malowe, 2077 Ashland Avenue, spoke in opposition. Mr. Malowe stated his concerns with
the picnic area on the south side of the fence. He also stated that more than six cars have been
parked in the lot at any given time. Mr. Malowe also has concerns with the garbage cans in the
alley.

David Brooks stated that the garbage cans in the alley were needed during remodeling the
property. He also stated that the additional vehicles in the lot belonged to people remodeling
the building. Mr. Brooks stated that he does have a company hired for snow removal. He
further explained that has not received any complaints regarding noise and if neighbors do have
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complaints they should contact the police. He also stated no one at the 128 Café parks in this
parking lot because they have valet parking which they rent from Saint Thomas. He also stated
that he built up the parking lot eight inches and he believes it is sloped right so that there is no
run-off into the neighbor's yard.

The public hearing was closed.

Upon the inquiry of the Commissioners, Mr. Beach confirmed that he verbally approved the
paving material used in the parking lot due to the small size and the movement of the fence to
the south if some other issues were corrected, particularly the fence on the east property line,
which seemed to cause the most concerns. This issue was not addressed by the applicant.

Upon further inquiry of the Commissioners, Mr. Beach confirmed that the approved site plan
was submitted by the property owner’s architect. He also stated that the fence was built without
a permit and there has not been a permit application. Mr. Beach stated that he recommended
six feet high for the fence.

After discussion Commissioner Brian Alton moved approval with conditions to conform to the
original site plan by October 2, 2009 and obtain all necessary permits. Commissioner George
Johnson seconded the motion.

The motion passed failed by a vote of 7-0-0.

Adopted Yeas - 7 Nays -0 “Abstained - 0
Drafted by: Submitted by: Approved by
7 . )
Samantha Langer . Tom Beach Gladys Motton
Recording Secretary Zoning Section Chair
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DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY AND INSPECTIONS -

Bob Kessler, Director
3| CITYOF SAINTPAUL ’ COMMERCEBUZLDBVGr , " Telophone:  651-266.9090

.. Christopher B, Coleman, Mayor - . 8 Fourth Street East, Suite 200° - - Facsimile:  651-266-9124 -
R o .- StPaul, anesota55101 1024, 1 - Web: - www.stpaul.govfdsi,

AISeptember4 2008

~Dav1d Brooks
366 Iackson Street el
N StPaulMl\ISSIOI

- RE ' ', Site Pla.n (Frle #08 083992) follow—up mspectron
Parkmg Iot for- LauretApartments at 2057 Laurel Ave

Dear Mr Brooks

- On Iune 11 2008 the City of Saint Paul approved the srte plan for the constmctron of & new park:ng lot located
. at 2057 Laurel Avenue A condmon of the approval of the site plar is that: ‘ .
. s A6 hlgh screening fence is erected along the east and south sides'of the parknng lot,
Lilacs are planted along the. south’ side of 6 hlgh screemng fence
. The parlong lot is paved with asphalt .
. The park:tng lotis graded 0 that Storm. Water is'directed to. the alley
The dumpsters wﬂl be placed on the property and screened.

On September 4, 2008 1 d1d a follow—up mspectron for cornphance wrth the approved sr’ce plan I notlced the
following:. -
» The6’ hlgh screemng fence along the south srde of the parlcxng lot was built 36° south of the park]ng
. lot built. This fence was built without a permlt On the apptoved site plar, this fence is located next to

the parking lot where it provides better ! ‘screening from the house next door. The fence must be moved
to where it is shown on the dpptoved site plan. - - : B

. Lilacs must be planted i front of this fence as shown on the approved site plan
"o .The 6 high screening fence along theé east ‘side of the parklng lot that was shown on the approve srte
plan has not been erectéd: This fence is required by zoning regulations to screen the lot,
o . The parking lot is paved with gravel Tt muyst be paved with asphalt
. The parlong lot appears to be elevated above the nerghbormg property Itis not clear why ﬂ:llS was
< done L . ‘
S e ‘The dumpsters are n the alley and not on the property
¢ The dmnpsters are not screened: Zomng requ1res that dumpsters be screened.
» The area where the dumpsters are shown on the site plan is not level. Tt does not look like dumpsters-
cani be put here Ifthey are rn’cended to go someplace else, this needs to be dJscussed

: :Due to these discrepancres the condmons / reqmrements of the site plan are not being met You must correct
thesé issues immediately.  ° :

-

. Ifyou have any questrons regardmg thls site plan, please contact me at 65 1-266—9085 (phone) or
‘ onnne hllex@cr s_tgau.l mn.us (emarl)

Regards ' ' s o : |
. Coritine A Tilley :
- DSI Zoning and Site Plan Review’

An Affirmative Action Equal Opportunity Employer {j?




DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY AND INSPECTIONS
Bob Ke.rsler, Director '

CITY OF SAINTPAUL =+ L COMMERCEBUIILDBVG o Telephone:  651-266-9090 -
Chrz‘.gtopher B. Coleman, Mayor . 8 Fourth Street East, Suite 200 .. : Facszmzle 651-266- 9124 .

.:;.','Junen 2008
- Dav1d Brooks W
1366, Iackson Street ’
StPauan 55101

: RE Approval of Slte Plan 08 083992

ota 55101-]024 - ) Web. www.s'ggaul gov/ds :

S

Parkmg Lot for Laurel Ap artments. at 2057 Laurel Ave

Deaer Brooks

The SIte plan referenced above is approved sub] ect to the followmg condltrons

1.

If you have any quesuons you ¢an reach rne at 65 1-266-9086 or tom. beach@cl st_.paul rnn us.

6/1 1/09 ,

Slte nnprovements The proposed parkmg lot is shown w1th 6 parkmg spaces and room for
tragh dumpsters and recychng A® lngh screeninig fence is shown lonig the east and south sides.
Lilacs are shown on the south side for additional screening, “The lot will be paved with asphalt and ’

. graded 50 that stonn water is directed to the alley No new sewers are proposed

No hghtxng is shown on the plan; I_t' hghtmg is proposed for the lot it must be shlelded and aimed

- so that it does ot produce glare or excessive hght levels for the nelghbormg property.

Permits and fee A perm1t frofn thls department (65 1-266- 9007) is reqmred to grade and pave the
parkmg lot and to construct the fence The contractor can apply for ﬂ‘_llS pernnt

A parkland dedlcanon fee is not reunred for th1s pI‘O_] ject. (Even though néw spaces are being .
added ne new unlts are being added) : .

Tnne ]mut and mspectlon Work covered by this site plan must be completed no- later tha
1te mspectlon will be scheduléd based on th1s date :

Smcerely, .:'2";‘ R

Torn Beach - |
Zoning Specialist -

cc: Sewer Division, Planhing Division, Traffic Division

AA-ADA-EEO Employer




APPLICATION FOR SITE PLAN REVIEW

‘ Depan‘ment of Safety and lnspections (DSI)
=" 200 Commeérce Building
' 8 Fourth Stréét East -
Saint Paul MN 55101-1 024
65 1-266—9008 '

VIEAéPleAN}f Name ,% Mé/f 9 Company "+ .. 1
e ‘Address'gyé W// é)ﬁrJ ' | T
| ‘Cltyﬁ% ‘!]jﬁbﬁl\ AT State: " %/(/ Zip ﬁg&é
'. ) ‘Phone %/"‘Wﬂ" g//g Fax éﬁ/mﬂ?& ”/fyg o
" | Email \qﬁna/vm,/ /’)rméﬁo’m‘)uﬁ Nl
: o | Name __ - | : Company

OWNER | -. — ’ :

(i differentthah | -Address - : ‘ ' Phones o
applicanty | . . ) L CLa e o

PROJECT‘ PrOject ﬁame /‘E:V!escription /(v - ﬂ/ﬁ/' %’L 4/'?7/ , Wﬁ/ﬂ/p ‘

Prolect address / Location * - j >
1(9 57 . me@ C'Gf: Clovelond
'Legal descrlptlon of the property

1t erulo’ Bk I3 --m;g;;;wr;‘ 2¢ Add.

This forrn and other lnformaﬁon about snte plan revnew are avallable at www stpaul gov/dsi lick on Zonlng, and then click on Srte Plan Review.
H.\COMMON\ZONE\Handouis\Slte plan handouts\1 Application for site plan review.doc . \ D - ) . November 1, 2007
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